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loading considered by the Agency in the development of 

the applicable limitations; and (2) whether the treatability 

of the raw waste loadings to levels equal to, less, or more 

stringent than those prescribed by the applicable limitations 

is technically feasible with respect to criteria (1) above." 

Since these facilities cannot consistently meet the effluent 

limitations prescribed by the Petroleum Refining Guidelines, we 

conclude that the raw waste loadings must be significantly different 

from the raw waste loadings expected by EPA for a facility of this 

size and complexity. Because of the significantly different raw 

waste loads, we find that the facilities at the Martinez Complex 

are fundamentally different from facilities considered by EPA 

in establishing the effluent limitations for an integrated refinery 

of the size and complexity of the Martinez Complex. The fact that 
_.__._____- 

the Martinez Complex was one of the group of Subpart E refineries 

examined by EPA is relevant but not conclusive. We find the 

following effluent limitations to be appropriate: 

30-Day Maximum 
Constituent Units Average Daily 

Oil & Grease lbs/day 1400 2000 
kg/day 635 907 

5-day, 20°C BOD lbs/day 4400 6300 
kg/day 1996 2858 

TSS lbs/day 3500 5500 
kg/day 1588 2495 

COD lbs/day 24,500 35,000 
kg/day 11,113 15,876 

Ammonia as N lbs/day 1600 2600 
k3/day 726 1179 
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These limitations were derived empirically from effluent 

data for 1972 through 1975 and represent the same percentile levels 

within the data as used in the Development Document. Since effluent 

from the Martinez Complex now meets the limitations in the Regional 

Board Orders for all other parameters, we find that no adjustment 

of those other limitations is warranted. . 
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4. Contention: The Regional Board relied upon a 

determination by EPA, Region IX, that the Martinez Complex was 

not fundamentally different and did not exercise its independent 

judgment in this issue. 

Findings: The record before us does not substantiate 

this contention of the petitioner. In any event, the previous 

findings of this Order render'this contention irrelevant. 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

After review of this matter, and for the reasons heretofore 

expressed, we conclude that the actions of the Regional Board in 

adopting Orders Nos. 75-11 and 76-6 were appropriate and proper 

except that petitioner's Martinez Complex is fundamentally different 

from the group of Sub)?a.rt E refineries examined by EPA in develop- 

ment of the Petroleum Refining Guidelines and therefore the 

modified limitations listed herein for BOD, TSS, COD, Ammonia, and 

Oil and Grease are appropriate. 

IT IS HEREBY 

IV. ORDER 

ORDERED: 

1. That the Executive Officer forward to the Administrator 

of EPA the petition, information, and data submitted by petitioner; 



our finding that factors relating to the equipment or facilities 

involved, the process applied, and/or other such factors related 

to the petitioner's Martinez Complex are fundamentally different 

from the factors considered in the establishment of the Petroleum 

Refining Guidelines; the alternate effluent limits; and the 

justification for our finding and alternate limits; 

2. That the Regional Board make such revisions to its 

Order No. 76-5 as are necessary to bring it into conformance with 

the effluent limitations determined to be appropriate by the 

Administrator of EPA subsequent to his review of our finding of 

"fundamental difference"; and 

3. That petitioner's request for provisions or allowances 

for upsets, breakdowns, or malfunctions of the treatment facility 

or treatment equipment is denied. b 

Dated: AUG 19 1976 

/s/ John E. Bryson 
John E. Bryson, Chairman 

/s/ W. Don Maughan 
W. Don Maughan, Vice ChairmaT 

/s/ W. W. Adams 
W. W. Adams, Member 

/s/ Roy E. Dodson 
Roy E. Dodson, Member 

/s/ Jean Auer 
Jean Auer, Member 
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